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1, INTRODUCTION . 


1. In his pur Panini treats two haec of Sanskrit aac: 
i. e. bhasa *coligiguial speech (in the days of Panini)’ and chandas ‘speech 
of the Vedic,, texts.’ His general rules; are applicable to both of 
these stages of Sanskrit. Those rules which apply only to the speech 
of the. e lic texts are specified by the use of the words chandasi, 
mantre, rci, yajusi etc,! The colloquial speech ‘termed as bhisà was a 
ling" spoken language of his days. Other Apabhramáa and Prakrit 
iibeċċiies' were hot as prominent as they were in later centuries.? 
This ‘colloquial speech described by Panini: had living: pitch distinctions 
and variations in. different domains. While -describing this colloquial 


1. “For instance ; $ vibhaga chandasi, P. 1. 2. 36,  mantre ghasa—. a P. 2. 4. 80° 
devasumnayor yajust kathake P. W/K. 38: peah de P. 6.3.55. For a detailed 

ic: exposition of the signifieati¢e wf thesd references, .sge : Thieme (1935). 
. 2, “Panini, uses the term bhasa,for Sanskrit Mg From this.it is clearly 
. inferred that in his days only Sanskrit use spoken; there did ‘not 
"OUS eit" Other speeches, ‘or their’ usage was ^ very: restricted.” (paninip. sat- 
1 skrtabhapim bħiżsipadena wvavaħarati tena; tasxa, kale. samskrtabhagqiva bhas- 
: rii et ; Dhagantarapravrttih na babhava, svalpivasi và babhava iti sphujam 
E atiemiyate] ) Chaturvedi (1954), p. 27. Chaturvedi’s first alternative cannot 
be aócépted, dnd! the second. alternative -tan | be accepted with certajp 
qualifications. However, it is clear, that, in his view, Sanskrit was a living 
reality for Panini and its scope was much’ wider, than what it. was later 
on. Misra offers good reasons Bd mr di that Sanskrit was a living reality 

ki for Pagini.. ‘See: Mistra (1966). 

. 9. A number of accentuation rules. kuv apply to colloquial speech. For 
na instance : vibhasà bhasayam ` 3. 6:1. 181 says that in the ‘colloquial speech 


E buri ca vowel before the caso ending in forms like pascabhis& etc. is optionally 


;.Mgh-pitched. By the rule dak ea. vipasan P. 4.2.74, the forms such gs 
j T iin and gauptap, if they are names of the wells, are adyudatta on the 
fn bank of the river Mipbt, ‘while on its southern bank, they are 
Wc. For a number of rules on compound-accentuation, Vedic. examples 
mot. available. See: Joshi (1969), p. 11, Fn. 30. For a detailed dis- 
on the significance of thu term bhügaypzm in Panini's rules, see: 
41941), p. 248 ft. We may not agree with Renou's comment: ''The 
ea is not necessarily the “ spoken language '' in the sense in which 
fula its It: is perhaps’... the apgken . portion .of. the religious 
language, opposed to the sung or psalmed portion represented , by the 
chandas. : Oneċlmwst not forget that the grammar of Pipini is adapted 
.to the needs :9f othe ‘exegetic prose and ritual much. more than to those 
of a '"cemmon?* tabguage." "b. 248, Fn. 1. 
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specch, Panini not only describes the speech as he observed in his 
own scholastic or regional domain, but he also refers to a number 
of dialectal variations. Renou‘ pointed out that. these variations 
noted by Panini are very scanty and insufficient to draw any clear 
isoglosses. Emeneau echoes Renou when he remarks: “He (Püvini) 
‘mentions geographical variants, but not so that we can do much in 
the way of identifying dialects. All that we are told is that there 
were other dialects in North India, besides the one he described.’*5 
Emeneau here reférs only to the geographical variants but leaves 
out other kinds of dialectal variants which Panini noted by. referring | 


to the names of some of his contemporaries or predecessors.  ' ha 
i 


' 2. Though we agree with Renou and Emeneau that the: didiżetit 
specifications in P&pini are insufficient for a detailed study ‘of the 
dialects and we also agree with Misra that Pipini's grammar is 
* neither intended. to be a comparative grammar, nor a dialect 
survey (p. 12)", yet the available dialectal specifications are certalnly 
important and have bearing on the historical development of Sanskrit 
through. centuries, - "They reveal important . aspects of the dialectal 
Tho "treatment of these- Paninian. rules. with dialectal 
teferences, iù the Ju works of Katvivana' and Patafijali shows ` post- 
Paninian developments in the linguistic situation. This paper. does 
at giving the details of dialectal variation, but rather at 
deriving. . some. ‘theoretical conclusions, , concerning the ‘pattems of 
dialectal: distHbution and the impor tange « of diteetal reference in a 
synchronie description of Sanskrit. ^ 


Po 


- work India. as. Known to 


3. V.S. Agrawala, in his magni at. wo 
Panini, gives details about the linguistic’, geography in the days of 


‘Panini.° Udicya ‘Northern’ and Pracyu. f Eastern’ are the two..broad 
divisions mentioned by Panini. KA Speaks of the river Süirhvati 
‘which divided. the Northern region from. the Eastern. region, ,, Panini 


"uses the ‘terms précim | * according o k the Easterners’ - wid: udicam i 


4. "Louis Renou quoted: by Emeneau: l 
' $. Émeneau (1966), p. 123. x qo e MP qo c 
6. Agrawala (1953), p. 33 ff. — ' 
UT. prügudascau vibhajate hamsah kyfrodake path aa sabdasiddhyartham sd 
i nah patu saravati/l 
* May that (river) ‘S'atävati protect us, which divides ‘the Eastern. region 
' and the Northern region for helping the scholars to derive (proper) words, 
as a swan separates milk from water.” ‘Kas. ad P: 1.1.75. Vol, 1, p. 260. 
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‘according to the Northerners' as dialectal specifications? Both the 
home of standard usage in Panini's times. Panini also refers | ot 
the Eastern division and the Northern division were taken to be the 
peculiar dialectal usages in the provinces -of Gandhara,® ' Bharata,if 
Spvira,! Sàlva,? Vahika,!! Usinara,# Kuru,'® Madra," Trigarta.!* 
e, However insufficient to draw clear isoglosses, these references. 
"mre significant in that they show the importance of dialectal refere- 
noes for Panini in his synchronic description of Sanskrit. Panini also 
mentions names of some of the teachers who either described certain 
forms or used them in their speech... He names Sakatáyana,!9 Sakalya,!9 


.8. The term pracam occurs in the, following rules : 1) eù pracam dege P, 1. 

1.75, 2) kusirajoħ pracam span ..P. 3. 1. 90,! 3) pracam spha .taddhitah P. 4, 
; 1.17, 4) pracam avrddhat phin bahulam `P. 4. 1. 160, 5) strigu sawirasalva- 
prakgu P.4.2. 76, 6) vrddhat prücam  P.4. 2. 120,: 7) ropadhetoh pracam 
; P. 4. 2. 123, 8) ekacca pracam P.5.3.94,..9) pracam katadeh P. 4. 2. 139, 
P - 10) kharyah pracam P.5. 4. 101, 11) pracam kridayam ?.6.2. 74, 12) pure 
E: l pracam P.6.2.99, 13) guroranrto *nantyasyapyekaikasya prācām P. 8. 2. 86, 
2 ĠU 14) prücam nagasante P.7.3.24, 15) prücam gramanagaranam P. 7. 3. 14. 
f; The term pråcya occurs twice: 1) bahvaca ifia prücyabharategii P. 2. 4. 66, 
b. 2) na dyyacag, pratyabharatesu P. 4. 2. 113. Burnell holds. that pracám refers 

to. the views of ‘the Indra School of. Grammar. (Qt. in Agnihotri. (1963) 


i E ;p. 10). Kaiyata.and Mbh. and P. 1. 1.74 (Mbh. Vol. I. Sec. I. p. 396) says. 


} 


9. 
10. 


11. 


i 12. 
T -13. 


16. 
is 


16. 


17. 
18. 


19. 


that Kuni, a pre-Patafijali commentator on Panini, considered pracam as a 
reference to certain ‘teachers ‘and ‘not to the dialect of the Easterners. “He 
further says that Patasjali followed Kugi’s view. Recently published Diptka 
of Bhartrhari says that pracdm,is.a refernce. to the. Eastern region, and 
this is supported by e& pracam deje P. 1.4, 74. (tatra yad desasilanam 
, tat- tadvisavam isyate ‘eñ prācām dese' ityevas;prakaram, Mahabhasja- 
'Dipika. P.259). Also see;  Phandarkar (1933), Vol. I, p. 133. Panini 
‘mentions’ udicam in the "following rules: 1) dragudicim P. 4. 1. 130, 


^ 2yudicám ig P. 4. 1.153. 3) udicam vrddhadagotrat P. 4. 1. 157, 4) amahannavam 


nagare ‘nudicim P.6.2 89, 5) udicamatah sthane yakapiryayah P- 7. 3. 46. 
The term udicya occurs in udicyagrümat ca bahvaco ’ntodattat P. 4. 2. 109. | 
salveyagandharibhyam ca P. 4. 1. 167. B 
na dvyacah pracyabharatesu P. 4.2. 113. and bahvaca iftah 
P. 2. 4. 66. 
vrddhat thak sauviregu bahulam P.4.1.148, and strisu sauvirasalvaprakgu 
P. 4. 2. 76. o : ; 
isfrisu sanvirasalvapraksu P.4. 2. 76, and apadatau salvat P. 4.2. 135 
` ayudhajivisanghannyadvahikegvabrahmanarajanyat P.5.3.114, and vaħikagri- 
mebhya$ ca P.4.2.117. |, zoo 
samjiayam kanthosinaresu P. 2. 4. 20, and vibhasosinaresu P. 4. 2. 118. 
1) kurunadibhyo nyah P.4.1.172, 2) vibhasa kuruyugandharabhyam P. 4. 2. 
130. 3) rsyandhakavysnikurubhyag ca P.4.1.114, 4) striyam avantikunti- 
"kurubhya$ ca P. 4. 1. 174. oa ee ; 
1) digo 'madranam P.7. 3.13, 2) madrebhyo'&. P. 4: 2. 108, 
kan P. 4, 2.131, and 4) ksemaprivamadre 's ca P.3. 2. 44. 
bhargat traigarte B.4.1. 111060 © 0 07007 
1) laah sakajayanasyaiva UB, 3.:4. 444, - 
:8.4. 50, and 73) byor laghuprayatnatarak sakajayanasya P. 8. 3. 18. 1 
1) sambuddhau sakalvasvetavanarze P.1.1.16, 2) iko "savarge éakalyasya 
hrasvag ca P.6.1.127, 3) sarvatra éakalyasya: P.8.4.:51. and 4). lopaħ 
Sakalyasya P. 8. 3. 19. opo a eM adel 


l prücyabharategu 


3). madravrjjoh 


2) ‘triprabhytisa  $ükagayanasya ' P. 
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Apisali,2°  Gargya®s. "Gilava,! Kaiyapa,’  Bháradvija;* Senaka,* 
Sphotadyana,® and Cikravermana," Sometimes Panini refers to certain’ 
teachers just by the terms: südh as dcarytnam ‘according to thè’ 
Acaryas'*,%8 sarvesam “actording to all"? Giridharasarma Chaturvedi,’ 
Yudhishthir Mimamsaka and'Kobét.Birwe have discussed the nature’ 
of the ‘works of these’ 'tsaghers and ‘other matters concerning them. 


2 SOME MISUNDERSTANDINGS ' E 
v Y og (i 


1. Some recently published. studies on Patini have misunderstood: 
the significance of these references to other teachers , (acdryanirdesa) 
in Papini’s Astadhvaji. In a recently published article, B. K, Shivaramaiah 
Says: ''There must have been.in vogue during, his, (PAnini's) time 
popular dialects ‘with wrong word-forms from the ' viewpoint of 
Pagini.”3! The author does not make clear what he “means by 
^ popular dialects with wrong word-forms from the viewpoint of 
Panini.” This can, be, taken (as a reference to the Prakrits or 
Apabhramsa speeches which must’ have existed in Papini’s days in 
some form; but there is mo proof in' Págini'& Astżdhpapi. to hold 


that Panini considered 'Prakrit-fotms as “wrong word-forms.”” If 
Shivaramaidh means to seis fo, the dialectal forms mentioned by 
Pánini, even then he is not.justifed in saving, that those dialectal 
forms were “wrong word-forms from the; wewpoint of Piàgini." 
The Arat alternative may draw support from the discussions in 
Patafijall. about Apabhr 4g-fornis’ Which ‘he treats as apafabdas 
“wrong word-forms, hut, the second alternative has ‘absolutely no 
basis. But this: line, of thought is carried further by V.N. Misra. 
He speaks of one: of the purposes: of’, Paninian grammar. as; “to 
give ‘some of the views > of- ‘his. predecessors : which he . does 
not discard totally out of a feeling of ‘deference’ towards them, 


20. va supyāpisale P. 6.1.92. 5 $^ oet 

“21. 1) oto gürgyasya P 8.3 20, 2) ag gürgyagülavayoh P. 7. 3. 99, and 3) nodat- 
tasvaritodayam agargvagdlavakatvapanam P. 8.4. 67.. (y Ba 

22 1) iko hrasvo ‘nyo gahWvüsya P. 6:3. Gl, 2) trtiyndiyw bldsitapmhskum purval 

Wi, 


"aüldvàsya P 7.1 74: 3)"ag  yurgyagálivayoy 581908: 99) mill 4) Badante 

j svaritod yam di ar graty dca P- 8. 4. 67, | ba 19 a D 
23. P.8.4.67. See: fn. 32 abgwé. 5. s ont m e UN 
Gd. l-pto. bhiradvajgsye P 7.2.65. gh e oo 
25. giresca senakasya P. 5. 4 112, Pa ins 

726i ava søhojayanasya P. 6:1, 1294s. te ue ou 

27. 4 3 cakravarinagasya P. 6.1: 130 ioo A go d 

28. addcarvawam P. 7.3 49, and dirghad acaryanam P, 8. 4. 52. es 


.29.: adeb sariegam. P, 7: 3.100. and Sali sarsesam P: 83.22. a oe 
30. Chaturvedi .(1954),:p. 2-8, Mimamsak (1963), pt. I, p. 63 ff, Birwe (1966) 
mug c cmq c cc 
131,5 Shivatamaiah (1969). p4 Fe 5.5, sia Pp e we Et 
32. Misra (1966), p.18. eR EO nnns MA 


INTUS 
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This is a misconctption about the rules of Panini. Pàninian tradit 
tion ‘starting from KAtvavana considers the references to these Acaryag’ 
horórifes, 'to be in consonance with the doctrine of the eternality 
of ħawġudġe. The language was: considered to be eternal and these 

were just smartürah ‘rememberers or recorders.’ ‘Howevers 


fetter there is any suggestion that these forms were wrong word 


rms or the views of these Ácaryas were wrong iviews worthy of 


i Being discarded. For Panini, these forms are, in no sense, a: matter 


of controversy. V.S. Agrawala is certainly right in pointiag out that 
Panini is “generally reluctant to express his opinion on controversial 
matters which engaged the attention of previous grammarians and' 
etymologists."3?? The mention of ‘the Acdryas as specifications ‘of 
certain forms are not expressions of: controversies. They: express the 
Observed differences of linguistic facts in diferént teproni or r scholastic 
domains. 


;. 2. This point needs further clarification, Some expressions used 
by the later Paninivas are perhaps the cause of this misconception 
which is seen in Misra’s statement. The traditional commentators 
often explain these „references in Panini to other Acaryas by the 
phrase ácüryasya matena ‘in the . opinion of the Àcarva, "94. and it is 
perhaps - the word mata- ‘opinion’ that creates a confusion. In ' 
view, it is a wrong description of Panini’s references to different 
Acaryas. In the context of linguistic analysis and description, "a 
difference of opinion should be. clearly distinguished from. a difference 
in the facts observed. If a certain linguistic unit D is analysed by 
one teacher in a manner X, and if the same linguistic. "unit L is 
described and analysed by another teacher in a manner Y, such that 
X and Y are different, then this is a case of difference of opinion, 
For example, Panini and Apisali have different opinions concerning 
the constitution of the forms asti, santi etc. For Panini, the root is 
vas. The root Yas is fully preserved in the form asti (as + ti), 
While'a of the root is deleted in the form santi (s+ anti) by 
p..6.4.111 (Smasor allopah). For Apisali, the root is simply 4s. It 
is preserved in the form. santi (s--anti), while it is augmented with 
la in the form asti (fa. t E + ti). Similarly, some ts 
5.  Agrawala (1953), p. 348. 
34. For instance: 1) adah sarvegam P. 7. 3.100., sarvasam matena, SK, p. 207, 
soi) hali sarvesam P, 8, 3.22, sarvesam matena, SK, p. 13, and 3) río 
viliradvsjosya P.. 7, 2. 63, bharadvajasya. matena, SK, p. 183. Similarly, 
1), danah sakajayanasyaiva. P..3. 4. 111, sakaja yanosyacaryasya matena, Küs. 
: Vol, IIL. p. 236, 2) gire$ ca senakasya P. 5.4. 112. senakasyacaryasya 
|. matega; Kas. Vol. IV. p. 405, 3) va supyapisgaleh P.6.1. 92, apisaleracar- 
E yasya matena, Kas. Vol: IV. p. 560. 
: 35. astim sakaramatram tigthate (apjsalik), Kas, omP..1.3.22,: Vol. I. p. 426: 
stah santityadau sakaramatrasya darsanat "sa bhuvi' ityeva dhātuh. pathyap/ 
'. astityaden...agagamo vidheya ityapisala mamme disinji (e LP. 426). 
. Aiso.see Nyasa, Voki. p.426. 0 : 


E 
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like Panini give the nominative singular affix as su, while some other 
grammarians give si as the affüx. However, there is no difference 
in the forms to be derived. As it can be easily seen from these 
examples, in cases of difference of opinion, there is no difference ia 
‘the linguistic facts. The difference is simply caused by the way of 
analysis which is considered by the P&ninian thinkers as a grammatical 
fiction. All divisions and parts of speech belong to the realm of 
grammatical fiction (kalpand).- What constitutes. the linguistic reality 
is the undivided and unanalysed linguistic usage! 


The difference in the facts observed is, however, different. One 
‘grammarian observes a linguistic fact Lı and records. it, while the 
other grammarian observes another linguistic fact Ly. This difference 
in description is caused not by the difference of opinign on the 
manner of analysis, but by the difference between the linguistic 
facts L; and Lə All the references to different provinces and different 


'"Ácüryas are to be. understood in the light of the difference of 


linguistic facts. Unlike the works on Nyaya, Mimaths& etc. or even 
“the works of Katvàvana and Patafijali, Panini's Astidhyayt is not 
‘a work of polemic, but is a plain synchronic description. He does 
mot refer to any teacher just because he differs from him in the 
Way. of analysis, but ‘refers only to take notice ‘of the actual differe- 
‘noes in usage prevailing in various domains." Prom the recorded 
DERE Ale Meee veda nen eee 

*-96,. ata éva' At kecit  su-prétyayem. vidadhati, apare sim, Sabdakaustubha, p. 5. 
"^ "'Bhatoji gives sóiné more cases. ‘For Panis the affix in parkita- is ifa, for 
~ Patafijafi it'is sa. For Pigini the affix in tavat is vatup, while for : Katya 

| yana Ht is ddvatu, (tath® sitraritya pajhitam itvatta ita-pratyoyal, bhagyarityd 
ta-pratyayablsatrarityd, tavan iti vatup, * ġavatavarthavaisesvat ^ itiwatitikokta- 

rityd gāvatuhl, Sabdakaustubha, p. 5. l i 


37. prakrivadivibhagakalpanava, Kas, Vol. I. p. 16, kalpanymütram | prakytyádivi- 
, bhagah, paramarthavastu pratyastamita-prak;tyadivibhagah samudaya eva: The 
',division of affixes and stems etc. is just a fiction; what is ultimately real 

is only the total expression where all the divisions of stem, affix etc. have 
— disappeared.’ See Nyasa, Vol. I. p. 17. Thi. thought it carried over upto 

- /Nageáa in the form of indivisibility of sphojm.i «0 Edi. os : 
37a. I was unaware that Thieme had already established ‘that the: mention of 
Acüryas in Panini are not meant to be indications of options. I am 
thankful to Dr. George for giving me this reference. Thieme says: “His 


(Piġini's) intention must have been tò draw attention to fofms used or. 


' taught in the works of ‘various well-known: ‘scholars, whose practice or 
theory he could not- help taking into consideration, lest hé should be 
charged with being incomplete, or: implying that men like © S'akalya were 

' wrong. "What under the hands of the traditional interpretation. has become 

a rather’ circumstatitial device for intimating what could have been expressed 
easier and clearer by the words: væ ot "vibhitsz, thus recieves a concrete 
sense.” Thieme (193e). p. 337; also p.335. K- Chattopadhyaya ‘in "his 

. footnote to the above statement of Thieme says: “I would, however, 

- expláin?Pzipini's manner of citing names in another way, He was writing 
a complete grammar of the bhz;2 and the bhasa only... What form or 


ak 
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traditions “of ‘these Acaryas, Panini must have culled out the usages 
which diffeted from the dialect which he considered as the basis’ of! 


E 


his  esctiption, mostly a dialect native to him and used in everyday 
i “a class of people in his part of the North Western India." ki 


l dig, Another element which -underlies Mista’s misconception ‘that 
‘Panini does not discard totally the views of his predecessors ^Out' 
of a feeling of deference towards them, can also be traced t 
post-Paninian explanations of Panini's references to different Aċiirvaw 


and provinces. Though the tradition does not think of the views. 
of these teachers as wrong views worthy of being really discard d, 
the references to Acaryas etc. are all taken to be indications of 


out-right options, and then the tradition says that instead of using’ 


the words vibhisà or và to show the option directly, Panini used’ ` 


the names of these teachers to show respect towards them." For’ 


did to complete his picture. We need not believe that in these sūtras, 
citing authorities Pagini wanted us to take the rules as vaikalpika... ... 
Papini’s intention was simply to record ‘other opinions'." Thieme € 1937), 
p.337, Fn. 10. Thieme and K. Chattopadhyay, both, must be applaude 
for putting a step forward in the right historical direction. However, 
neither the dialectal significance, nor the clear distinction between '*opinion"* 
and “observation” has been brought out. . Thieme and K.C. use term 
* opibion " all the time. Also, Thieme regards eterpality of words to he 
the only. reason behind thc interpretations of Katvavana and Patafijali 
(See: Fn. 53), while the historic aspect of the situation remains in the 
dark. Thieme does say: ‘‘ They (Katyayana and Patafijali) start from the 
assumption that the ideas of ‘right’ and ‘wrong’ are unchangeable ...; 
what was so cehturies ago must be so to day. They assume, further that 
the words of the law-giver nrust be logically and technically correct." (1955), 
p.23. Thus, he is aware of the change in the. formal attitude; but he 
does not investigate the “why” of it. For these reasons, I believe that 
the purpose of the present paper still remains undefeated. l 
38. Bloomfield says that the basis of Papinian grammar was a dialect native 
(i: to Papini and spoken by the Brahmins in their everyday life. (Misra, 1966, 
<p, 12. For Whitney and D.C. Sircar; Pápini wrote grammar of language 
which was not a colloquial spoken tongue. (Misra (1966), p. 13. and 
Sirçar (1939), p. 40). We cannot accept Whitney and Sircar, and even 
Bloon field. to the extent that Sanskrit is. not, necesšatily restricted to 
Brahmins in Pagini’s days. For instance: Papini’s rule pratyabhi-vade, $udre 
P. 8.2:83, and.the two Varttikas of Katyayana, ie. aéudrastryasüyakesgu and 
; bho rajanvavisam và on P.8.2.83, would allow us to believe, that the 
scope of Sanskrit usage was extended o the Ksatrivas and Vaigyas also. 
39. yasya punar nityah sabdah, gülavagrahamam tasya pijartham, desagrahanam 
ca kirtyartham, Mbh. Vol. I. Sec. l. p. 233. Also see: 1) và suppapisaleħ 
P. 6. 1. 92, apisaligrahanam püjartham, SK. p. 6, : 2) oto gárgyasya P. 8.3,20, 
gargyagrahanam pujartham, SK, p. 13, 3) giresca: senakasya . P. 5. 4. 112, 
senakagrahanam püujaártham, SK, p. 64. LEN SMS 


t DE 


forms he took to be correct or normal, he gave himself. Por differing’ 1 
$ or specific forms guaranteed by other authorities, he cited their names,” 
t without implying whether they might or might not be followed. This he. 


PüEnini himself, however, these references were neither indications of 

the usages being wrong nor just a way of showing respect, but were 
meant to show the dialectal character of the usages and their 
restricted domain of occurrence, Sometimes & particular feature is 
Shared by two or three dialectal domains and in such cases Panini 


L TN ? ? TIT Em T EE i Han mE Sets ety TEES 

:40. Bor simstance: 1) ud garpyagalavayoh P. 7.3.99, : 2) pariskandah pracya- 

H bMárüiesu:P. 8.3.75,” 3): nodattasvaritodayam. agargyaküsyapagalavanam P. 8. 

‘4. 67, 3) behvaca’.inah pracyabharatega P.2.4. 66,. 5)ina : dvyacah |. pracya- 

bhárategi. P. 4.2. 413, 6) strigu sauvirasülvapraksu.: P. 4. 2. 76. 

41. For instance: digo ‘ madräyām P. 7.3,13.' Compare’ the structure with 
prügekadasabhyo' chandasi P. 5, 3.49, rae ye s Buna 

“42. nahi pünihisütregu yégam  namollekhay 1e sarve "pi —witikardwanirmatarah 

i ityabhyupagamo nvavvah | ‘ta evam' bhàsante, ' prayogavitége tést evainvidha 
abhirucih” itvevam bodhanenapi tesim namollekhasvopapannatvat'): Chaturvedi 
(1954), p.2. It is also difficult to'say whether the difference ini wlaye is due 
to regional difference, or due to: the time-gap between the teachers. For 
“instance, © by turustusamyamab sarvadhatuke  P. 7.3.95. we get both the 
forms 'stitġh and stuvitah usable in ‘colloquial speech and ‘elsewhere. 
Apifali forms his rule as fturustus'amyamah ' sárvadhatukasu o chandast (See : 
'Mimamiaka (1963), Pt. I. p. 46), so that for him stuvitaj can occut only 
in the Vedic ‘speech and not in the colloquial speech. Hither we have to 
say that the forms such as stuvitap disappeared in Apisali's days from 
usage and were reintroduced in the usage in Pāņini’s days, or that these 
forms wore preserved in Panini’s dialect, while they had long disappeared 
from Apisali's dialect. : ME 

43. Shivaramaiah (1969), p. 7. 
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Gilava in four rules, but Purusottamadeva, the author of BAagivittf, 
quotes certain other differences of usage noted by -Gélava.** Some 
of the additions suggested by Kátyayana can also be explained by 
saying. that Pánini perhaps did not come across these forms in the 
domains familiar to him and hence did not take notice of them.‘ 
Thus: there could have existed a number of dialects or dialectal forms 
bi dich have left no trace behind and may remain undiscovered fot 


yér. | | 
3. DIALECTAL AND NON-DIALECTAL VARIATION IN PANINI, 


I. To investigate further the descriptive significance of the dialectal 
specifications, it is necessary to study the concept of vibhasa ‘option’ 
in Panini’s Astadhvivi. In the rule P. 1. 1.44 (na veti vibhasà), Panini 
defines vibhasá as ‘an option preceded by a negation.’ It is not 
necessary to discuss this peculiar formation of the definition of 
vibhasà. However, every vibhasa ultimately results in pairs of optional 
forms, with the exception of only one kind of vibhasa. In vyavasthita- 
vibhasa, we do not get pairs of optional forms, but out of the two 
optional operations, one applies to a sub-class of examples which is 
distinct from the sub-class where the other operation applies. In all 
other kinds of vibhasüs we get pairs of optional forms.'6 The nature 


44. ikam yanbhir vyavadhanam vyddigalavayoh Qt. from Bhagavrtii by Mimamsaka 
(1963). Pt. I. p. 26., For Pagini, the sandhi of dadhi + atra and madhu 4- 
atra can only be dadhyatra and madhvatra, For Vyadi and Galava, the forms 
used to be dadhiyatra and madhuvatra. Bhattoji informs us that Cakravar- 
maya’s grammar had aecepted dvaya-as a sarvanüman,  (cakravarmagavya- 
karane dvayapadasyapi sarvanamatabhyupagamat, Sabdakaustubha Qt. by 
'Mimamsaka (1953), Pt. I. p. 34.). Panini derives vaiy&karapa-from vydkarana. 
Normally in such taddhita formations, we expect to have vrddhi of the first 
vowel, but then we would end up with vyakaraga and not valyükaraga-. 
Therefore Pipini had to introduce a special rule to insert. af before y in 
vyakarana, Perhaps, following Vyadi and Galava, we may be able to 
reconstruct a pre-Papinian dialectal form *viyakaraga (vi 4 à + karana), 
and then vaiyákaraga-would be a normal faddhita derivation from *viyáka- 
rana-, by i being substituted by its vrddhi grade, ie. ai. However, the way 
Papini handles the form vaivakarana- shows that thc phonetic tendency 
that. existed in the dialect of Vy&di and Galava was absent in his dialect. 

l Still the question remains that if. Panini was aware of- Galava's teachings, 

: . then why he didn't mention him. There is no answer. 

45. See: Joshi (1969), Intr. p. 8-9, Fn. 25. 

46. There are three major kinds of vibhagas, 1) praptavibhasa: - If a rule Rn 
prescribes optional application of an operation On to a set of elements E, 
such that a ‘previous rule Am, (m n), already prescribes a universal 
application of the operation On to a set of elements E' which includes E, 
-fhen the rule Ra is a praptavibhasa. 2) If a rule Rn prescribes optional 
application of an operation On to a set of elements E such that no pre- 
vious rule has prescribed operation Op to the set of elements £, then 


^ Rn is apraptavibasa. 3) If a rule Bo prescribes optional application of an 


operation On to a set. of elements E such that E has two subsets, i.e. 
Æ; and E2 ; there is a rule Rm such that it prescribes universal application 
of the operation On to the subset Ez. Then, with rescect to the subset 
Ep, Ra is praptavibhasa, while with respect to the subset E2 it is 
aprüptavibhas2, and with reference to the set E, it is called ubhavatra-vibhaga,' 


\ 
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of these optional forms can be described in general terms of optional 
allomorphic variation, where the stemi-morpheme and the suffix-mor- 
pheme remain the same with theit semantic and syntactic significance 
unchanged by the allomorphic variation.’ The forms F, and F, are 
optional forms if both have thé same semantico-syntactical, significance 
and are such that the allomorphs of thé constituent morphemes 
alternate according to the vibhasa rules. Both, F, and F, are 
transformations of the same basic string and both are valid in the standard 
usage in the days of Panini. Such vibhajdé deo  odt right options in 
the sense that F, and F, alternate unconditionally in all the con- 
structions; they do not result in any semantico-syntactic difference 
as well as in the difference of dialect. 


3-2. This is the synchronic aspect of the presentation of these 
forms in Pànini's. Astidhyayi. He does not explain the. diacħronic 
aspect of these forms, not does his grammar aim at the diachronic 
study of Sanskrit language. He takes care of the Vedic speech Just 
by treating.it as a sub-domain of Sanskrit usage and explains it in 
synchronic terms. It is however possible to investigate diachronically 
how the optional forms F, and.F, came to be regarded as valid 
alternants in ‘the P&pinian ‘colloquial 'spééch, Fot instance, by 
P. 7, 1. 91 (naluttamo và), we get pairs of optional forms (in the first 
personal singular, past perfect, active) such as cakhada/cakhada 
(Xkhad), jagdda/jagada (4gad) etc. We know that the first singular 
‘never takes veddht in the RV ard AV, while in Upanisads and sūtra 
literature we get forms with vyddhi such as cakdra and jiġitva in the 
first person.^ ‘Similarly, by P.7.1.97 (vibhasa trtiyadisvaci), we 
‘get pairs of optional forms ‘such as krosirà, krostuná, | krogfre, krostave 
etc. We can say that the original word is krostr-derived from 
krogati, while krostu- represents Praktitic tendencies ‘and is later 
assimilated back in Sanskrit.“°> Thus one may be able to find a 
diachronic explanation for a large number of optional forms. Pànini 
is not concerned with the history of the forms, but for him the 
criterion for considering forms to be ‘optional is the unconditional 
interchangeability in the synchronic state of the normal usage’ which 
he takes as the basis of his description. To be optional, the forms 
must not have dialectal limitations. If a certain form is restricted 
to a particular dialectal domain,.then the interchangeability of that 
form is conditioned by this dialectal domain. We may safely say 
that: the optional forms generated by the vibhasá rules have no 
dialectal limitations. l ' 


3-3. In Panini’s As/adhyayi, there Is no justification to hold the 
view that all the forms labelled with the name of a province or a 
I C c c C c i fi 


6a. Macdonell (1916), p. 149, and Whitney (1889), p. 283. 


46b". Mayrhofer (1956), p. 281. 
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teacher are optional forms. They are to be regarded as dialectal 
usages restricted to certain domains. P. 4.1.17 (pracdm spha taddħite, 
prescribes the affix spha to the family - names ending in the affix ya 
for. th dialect of the Easterners (prácàm). By normal pen 
rphophonemics, we get the form gargt ‘feminine. offspring of 
fa a,’ while by P. 4.1.17, we get the form gérgydyani in the 

ame sense for the dialect of the Easterners. Both the forms; girgi 

d gargyayani fulfill all other conditions of optional forms büt 
they are not treated as optional forms by Panini; since garg yayayt 
s not unconditionally interchangeable for gárgi. Its interchangeability. 
is conditioned by the dialectal domain specified as the Basterġ. 
region. Págini's rule P. 3. 4. 111 (lanah Sakat@yanasyaiva) has the 
particle eva ‘only,’ which expressly limits the imperfect past tense 
forms such as ayuh to the dialectal domain of Sakatayana, while. 
the forms such as aydn are the normal forms. This restrictive 
pu does not occur in other rules such as P. 4. 1. 17 quoted above, 

owever, we can have the meaning of eva even in its absence, and 
Patafijali offers several such examples." Thus all the forms generated 
by rules with a reference to a province or a teacher are strictly 
confined to those particular domains. ; 


3-4. Panini nowhere made explicit his own concept of the domain 
of the normal usage or that of the dialectal usage. We have no 
clear statement on whether these domains were such that one could 
include the other, or both .of them were totally exclusive of each 
other. If D, be the domain of the norm and Di be the domain: 
of a given dialect, then is D, inclusive of Dz. or is it exclusive of 
Da? Let Fi be the normal form occurring in the domain D, and 
F, be the dialectal form occurring in the domain D,. In such a 
case, we are sure that F, does not occur outside the limits of Dz. 
But if D, is inclusive of Dz, then F, will occur in D, also. If it 
is not inclusive of D2, then F, will not occur in D. In the first 
alternative, D; has only one form, F,, while D; has both the forms 
F, and F,. In the other alternative, D, has only F;, and D has 
only F; Taking P.4.1. 17 as the example, we can demonstrate 
he difference between these two alternatives. In the first alternative, 
tiie- non-Easterners can use only gārgī, while the Easterners would 
béable to use gargi as well as gārgyāyaņī. On the other hand, in 
the ‘second alternative, the non-Easterners can use gárgi alone, while 
the Easterners can use gargydyani alone. It is to be decided as to 
which alternative represents the dialectal distribution in Panini. 


e For instance: 1)  athava  santyekapadhanyayadhnnanil|tadyatha abbhakso 
vayubhaksa itijapa eva bhaksavati, vayum eva bhaksayatiti gamyate| Mbh. 
Vol I. Sec. I. p. 48. 2) siddhe vidhir arabhvamano 'ntaregatvakaram 
Mipamartho. bhavisyati] Mbh. Vol.. Sec. l. p. 442, i 


SETA 
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3-3. As polnted out earlier, there is no direct statement on this 
matter, in Pánini's Astadhyayt. But itis possible to infer his view — | 
by studying the patterns of distribution of forms in his Astadhyayt- l 
When Panini says bhasáyám ‘in the colloquial speech,’ then that rule is à 
restricted to the colloquial speech. When he says chandasi ‘in the y 
Vedic speech,’ then that rule operates only with respect to the Vedic 4 
speech. An unqualified rule operates with reference to Sanskrit speech E 
in general. If he gives a general option rule, then the forms generated H 
alternate unconditionally in the whole sphere of usage. Along with wl 
these general patterns, we have. cases of restricted options. For 
instance, the rules such as P. 6. 2. 164 (vibhásà chandasi), P. 3. 4. 117 
(chandasyubhayatha), P. 6. 1. 106 (vā chandasi) etc. show that a form 
T, occurs in both the colloquial speech as well as in the Vedic : 
speech, while another form F, alternates with F, only in. the restricted ai 


domain of the Vedic speech. Thus there is no option in the general . 
speech, but there is option only in a restricted domaine. . This . ik 
l helps us to realize the fact that when Panini simply says chandasi = 


‘in the Vedic speech’, there occurs only one form in the Vedic 

speech and it does not alternate with the form that occurs in the M 
colloquial speech. We can extend this to dialectal usages and 

justify the second alternative (in 3. 4.) as representing the normal 
distribution of dialectal usages in Panini. Thus the non-Easterners . ; 
van use gargi alone, while the Easterners can use girgvipani alone * 
and hence the domains of their occurrence are mutually exclusive. f 
Only in case of a restricted option, one of the domains is inclusive 
of the other. Just as in the case of the option restricted to Vedic 
speech, the domain D, of the form Fr extends over speech in general, 

. while the domain Da of the form Fz is restricted to the. Vedic 

speech, and at the same time is included in the larger domain Dy. 


. 3-6. Parallel to the. usages which are restricted to the Vedic 
speech and alternate with other usages common to speech in general, 
-we have cases of dialectally restricted options in Pánini's As/adhyáyi. 
For instance, P. 6.1.92 (và supyapisaleh) and P. 4.2.118 (vibhiso- 
Sinaresu) are clearly examples of dialectally restricted options. By 
the normal Pàninian morphophonemics, we get the form prargabhiyag 
from pra + fsabhijati, where a + f — dar by the general rule P..6.1.91 
(upasargad rti dhatau). In P.6.1. 92 (và supyapisaleh), Panini says 
that according to Apisali, if the verb-form is derived from a 
nominal (e. g. 7sabhiyati derived from rsabha), then the final. of 
the preverb and the sound 7 in the beginning of the verb optionally 
take vrddhi substitute. The form with-vrddhi (ajaila&) is prarsa- 
bhiyati, while without it, the form is prarsabhiyati. This shows that 
in the dialectal domain .of Apisali, the forms prürgabhiyati and 
prarsabhiyati are optional, while, in the normal usage, only prarsabhi jati 
occurs. Similar is the case of P.4. 2. 118 (vibhagosinaregu). .in the 
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normal speech only saudarSantya occurs, while in the prowiscial 
dialect of the Usinará, saudarsaniyà optionally alternates with saudarsuniki 
and saudarsanikà. Such other cases may also be traced in Panini. 


the distribution of forms in Pàánini's grammar. 


A) General Option 


C) Dialectally Restricted Option 


3-7. All the above discussion presents three major patterns . of 


N 


Supposing that D, is the domain of - 

the normal standard usage in general, 

D if two forms F, and Fz are such that 

= . they have the same morphemic origin. eto: 

and are unconditionally interchangeable: 

within D,, then it is a case of general 
option. 


' B) Simple Dialectal Variation 


Supposing that D, is the domain 

—— D^ of the normal usage, and Dz is the . 
^ domain of a given dialect, if f, . 
occurs only in D; and Fs occurs — 
only in Da, then it is a case of simple _ 
dialectal variation. Here the domains 
D, and D, are mutually exclusive. ...- 


B. 


Supposing that D, is. the domaitt 
of the normal form F, and D, is the 
D, dialectal domain of the form Fz, if 


n — ^ D, is inclusive of Dz, then this is a 


case of dialectally restricted option. 


do 


.48. By pràcim upader adajvucau ca P. 5.3.80. we get six optional forms for 


the dialectal domain of the Eastern region. Out of these six, four i.e. 
upikah, upiyak, upilak and upendrettakah are common for Easterners and 
non-Easterners, while two, i.e. upadah and upakaj are restricted to the 
dialect of the Easterners. See: SK, p, 161, and P. 5,3.80. Another rule 


$) peddhat thak sauviresu bahulam P. 4.1.148 also falls into this category of 


dialectally restricted option. Similar is the case of ekacca pracam P. 5.3. 
92, where there is a dialectal specification praczm in the rule, while the 
rule by itself occurs in a section where a general option is continued in 
every rule. This would strictly mean that the option, in this case, prevails in. 
the dialectal domain prācām. Katvivana interprets it just to meana simple 
option. Seei Fn. 49 below and * 4.1. and 4.2. Also see: Thieme 
(1937), p. 337. 2m 


ad i ls E dd 


3 


è UR. S XL "— JUBILEE VOLUME 
4. TOTAL OPTIONALISM OF THE LATER PANINIYAS 


The distinctions between general option, simple dialectal variation 
and dialectally restricted option were living facts for Panini. Sur- 
prisingly enough, all these distinctions disappeared. in Katyayana and 
Patafijali, and so for the whole of the later tradition. They con- 
sider dialectal specifications as simply the signs for general options. 
For instance, P. 5. 3. 9? ('ekácca prácám) has the dialectal specification 
prácám ‘in the dialect of the Easterners.’ Katydyana in his varttika 7 on 
P. 5.3.92 says:  praügvacanünarthakyam ca vibhdsaprakaranat 'the 
mention of prācām is purposeless, since a general option prevails in the 
whole section (from P. 4. 1. 82, samarthinim prathamad vi)‘. By 
mentioning pracém, Panini would derive two forms, one for the norm 
and the other for the dialect of the Easterners. Kátyayana simply 
cares for the two forms and not for their respective domains. He 
thinks that the general option prevailing in this section is sufficient to 
derive two forms. This phenomenon occurs in Kàtyáyana a number 


of times. In Katvàvana and Patafijali, we find discussions on’ 


whether language is eternal (nitya) or non-eternal ((anitya/karya). 
If ‘the grammar were to control the usage, then it could restrict the 
usage of particular forms to particular domains, But linguistic usage 
is thought to have been eternal and without beginning,  Kaiyata 
says; “In the view of the eternality of language, the linguistic 
usage has no beginning and hence there is no restriction on the 
users of language. Gilava etc. are mentioned as the recorders (smartp) 
of certain grammatical operations just to show their authority, and 
hence the mention of a teacher is for his worship."5! This is in 
accord with Pata&jali's remark: ‘‘ One who accepts the words to 
be eternal, for him, the mention of Galava is for (his) worship, 


and the mention of provinces is for (declaring their) fame. Nagesa 


49. prücam grahanam pajartham | vikalpo 'nuvartata eva; Kas. on P. 5 3. 94, 
Vol. iV. p. 309. anantoktasutrad và ityarthata eva itl vikalpa ityuktam, 
.tenaiva pratyayavikalpaly tasmat PENETRAR eva präggrahanam, na vikalpar- 
tham | Nyāsa, Vol. IV. p. 309. 


750. küranamni vavacanartham..., varttika 1 on karaħtimni ca prācām halādau 'P. 6.3. 
7 ^ 710; prügvacanam  vibhagürtham, vt. 3 on i gurornpto" -nántyasyapyekaikasya 
: pracam P. 8.2. 26. ; prücám iti grahagam vikalpürtham, Kaġ. on P. 8. 2. 86; 
Nol. VI. p. 457. Thieme quotes the view of Batkrishna Ghosh: “in 
Pggini’s system reference to older authorities only signifies that the sütra 

` in question is vaikalpika." Thieme regards Ghosh to be ‘more orthodox 
'"' than the Pope” and emphatically disagrees with him. Thieme ( 1937), p. 335. 


.51. anaditvat sabdavvavaharasja nityatvapakse nasti prayokty niyamah | kevalam 
i gālavah smartrtvena nirdisjaspa gsāstrasya prāmāņyam pratipadavitum. iti 
—pajartham ācāryagrahaņam | Pradipa, Vol. I. Sec. 1. p. 343. i 


$2. -yasya punar nityäh sabdah gülavagrahanam tasya PA PERAE RAPA ca 
aiii | Mbh. Vol. I. Sec. I. p. 243. - 
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explains the formalism behind Patafijali's- statement: as follows: 
' These references to different teachers are explained as honorifics by. 
Pataiijali. They do not have any other significance, and ia fact, 
Piin should have just said that these forms are optional? 
Ban has been followed by the whole of the later tradition, 
Rasik@ and Siddhanta Kaumudi, the representatives of later Pżninjan 
tradition, consider such mentions as simply honorifics and indicating. 
general options.5*. u 


4-2. Tħis poses a great problem in the understanding of thè 
historic development of Sanskrit, and the exact reasons behind — 
these interpretations. Are we justified in accusing Katvavana ai@ - 
Patafijali of being ignorant of the dialectal significance of thei 
Páninian references? Did they become undesirably formalistic, so & . 
to ignore the living distinctions in linguistic usages? This is thé. . 
view of Siddheshwar Varma, when hé vehemently charges against 
Küty&yaha for mistreatinġ Páninian rule P. 5. 3. 92 (ekacca pracamji. ` 
He says: “But the height of formalism, which will be received by 
the modern age with indignation, was Katy&yana's rejection of thé 
word prácám ‘according to Eastern grammarians’ in Panini’s sūtra- 
describing tara-, tama- optionally, because in Kàtyüyana's view, the 
word prdcám was superfluous, the purpose of pracam being only td 
indicate that the use prescribed was to be optional, the sütra being 
already under the domain of option coming down from P. 4. 1, 82 
(samarthanam prathamád và). Katvavana here failed to appreciate 
Págini's specification of the option here, viz. its location in the Eastern © 
part of the country. So a historical fact was victimized at the altar of .' 
formal consistency." Is it possible to justify Katyayana and Patafijali on 5! 
the basis of a hypothesis of, drastic linguistic change forcing them 
to give such interpretations? Is there a possibility that the dialects | 


which existed in Panini's days had either disappeared or merged in | 
the standard usage in the days of Katyayana and Patafjali? Was - | 
the philosophy of the eternality of language the sole reason behind 
this change or were there any other formal or practical reasons 
to disregard the dialect-distinctions? These are the problems which 
peed to be solved before one can arrive at a reasonable conclusion. 


(3 
ai 


53. vagrahane eva kartavyo galavagrahamam vyartham iti sankaniràsartham bhasye 
püjartham itvuktam. Udd. Vol. I. Sec. I. p. 243. “It appears ihat the 
interpretation of references like Sakalyasya,... etc. as mere indications of. 
optional validity without any value to the concrete name is based. on the 
m Mimiáisá-axiom of the eternal nature of words." Thieme (1937), 
p 3: 


$4. See Fn. 39 above. 
$5. Siddheshwar Varma (1963), pp. 15-16, 
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4-3. If the forms F, and F; are correct forms, have the same 
semantico-syntactio content and morphemic origin, then they might 
be regarded as optional in the view of Kütydyana and Patġfijali: 
We may put forward two major hypotheses to explain this situation. 
A) There was a basic change in the formal outlook, so that Katyayatia 
and Patafijali did not accept dialectal references as conditions to be 
valued and described by a grammatical system. B) The formal 
outlook of Panini and Kàtvàvana was essentially the same, but a 
drastic linguistic change forced Káty&yana to regard all Paninian 
dialectal forms as general options. Perhaps, Püninian dialects had 
either died out or merged in the days of Kütyáyana, making these 
dialectal distinctions just a matter of history. Just as Pünini regards 
so many forms as outright options, though historically they might 
have belonged to different dialects,"? similarly, Katyáyana and Pafafijali 
might have been forced to consider.all the Paninian dialectal. variations 
as simple options, since in their days these forms were no, more 
dialectal forms. These two hypotheses. are to be subjected to a 
critical: historical enquiry, before we can justify ourselves in joining 
Siddheshwar Varma in his charges against Kátyayana. 


4-4. - The Gropanitioà that language had considerably stand: from 
the days of Pagini to the days of Katvàvana and Patafijali has 
been much debated.  Devasthali?" accepts such a linguistic change 
and explains the interrelations between the three grammarians by 
saying that their works are good and faithful descriptions: of three 
different stages of Sanskrit and each succeeding grammarian interprets 
and criticizes the earlier description in order to make it adequate and 
applicable to the then existing state of language, the state which is 
different in some respects from the state described . by . the earlier 
grammarian. Bhandarkar pointed out that some new ‘usages had 
come up in the days of Kátyayana which did not: exist in the 


56. See: *3-2. above. 


57. “It may thus be seen that the aim of Kitvivana (and even of Patafijali) 
in composing their works must have been not to correct Panini (implying 
thereby that Panini had failed to describe the language before him as 
accurately as he should have done), but to supplement him...and to effect 
such additions, omissions and alterations as ‘might be found necessary in 
: the view of the changes that the Sanskrit language had undergone ' during 
the period by which they were separated from him. In other words, this 

` means that Kàáty&yana wrote his varttikas to describe the Sanskrit language 
together with the linguistic changes that had occurred and so to say formed 
a normal feature of it, since the, days. of Pagini. w Devasthali ( 1963), PP. 
37-58. 


oe 


d$, purely, western creation of a very recent. date. The diachrop 
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ech of Pagini."°. Rosane. Rocher, however, takes the opposite, 
ien she. Res: CU In fact, all the three must have meant toc 
actly. the, seme. Aii Hs, o ay used different . Ways to “do, 30, 
A they do cribe ree’ different ' stages ` but. EN. 
| E dmn Edo Ap Sanskrit ` language.’ 69 She. further. 
jap foiled p, our opinion, it is a most dangerous propo- 
ATA jntroduce. into ancignt ‘Hindu . . grammar, a concept whig ch 


aspect of the study of language . was born in the 19th century ;. [i 

would be vain to look for it in, the Ancient grammarians, be they i 
western, or Indian. 9566 Recently. $. D. Joshi has taken a position that 
lies somewhere .in eere There. might have been linguistic change, 
but, says Joshi: `“ Patafi ajali never states or gives. he im 1ession | 
thet. the instances provided by him were" unknown | to Panini . Not 
does, Patafijali say that in Panini’s time’ “the rule. was sufücie at io" 
ta © cary, of the examples, but that nowadays ` it has become ' 
SAEY. t0., introduce | additions and ‘deletions, because the ' rule ‘cannot, 


whe 
ex 


U 


t counts. for Patafijali is to make the system complete and pesti. 

he e examples themselyes do. not ‘help us in deciding. that "a 

reinterpretation or the acceptance of ‘a corfection was prompted by 

e evolution of Janguage, because we can never prove that the form - 

ibe covered. by Iċinterpretation: or' by correction ' in the Páninian, 

"was a Post-Paninian form only. Tt might be a. case of oversight. 

i the’ part of Panini. Therefore, on purely theoretical grounds, ‘the 

question, "whether we can. infer ‘an evolution of Sanskrit from the 
rod must ‘be. answered’ in negative. Mies 


Yes anymore for thé usage. of ‘Katydyana’s or Patafijali’s tim 


site ‘te “be "Whether s we can Accept. liguistie change i in general or we can- 
not, it is not possible to hold ` that there were no. dialectal variations 
|the days of Katyayana and. Pataiijali, which could have Prompted. 
sir, interpretations. Pataüjali himself speaks of dialectal variation. 
; Somebody argues that. a particular form is not found in usage, then 
Jatasjali replies. that it may bei in use in some other area, and an effort 
should be made to trace it.9? ‘The proposition of the total extinction 


$8.“ Piom these one of itwó conclusions only ‘is ‘possible; viz. either’ thi that 
L .. Pagihi wassa very careless:dnd ignorant grammariah; or that the forms did 
Xiui Bot exist ip the language in;his time. The first is, of course, inadmissible, 
win: wherefore „the second must be accepted. ; Bhandarkar (1933), Vol. Ip. 159° 
Laddu in “his thesis, submitted. to Poona' ‘University, attempts to trace 
' a linguistic develobilient. from Pagini to TOME Ref. Joshi (1969.) 
fi Fn. 22. -— . , ; i . 
P y Rocher (1962), p. 264. 
) cher (1962), p - 268. "p 
oshi. i 9) p. 10: l 
‘62. ' Sarvetpjiete dabdah | baat — ‘chop abet 
yatna} kriyatüra] MBh. Vol. I. Sec. I. p. 54. ' 
9 " 
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Ili apart against tfe testi f Patahjali:, "In th wey wide 
sphefe of ‘usage, certain words are seen restríctéd to certain rdi, Pi 
iùstancé, the verb avari is used only (ev&) in the Karbbojás in t 


niy apart against tlie’ testimony of Patahjali: “In (Bh id 
Ò 


of thoving ; the Áryas use only thé norhinal form savd:- * dead Gody" 
The verb hammati is used in Surfistras, ranihdti js used in the’ mig 
eastern regions, while the Aryas use only thé verb gam. The Bdstefnitif 
usé the verb dati ‘to cut’, while thie Notthernets' tse: only (the romidiit 
forth) datra- ‘the cutier*,"9 If Patailjali’ timielf ipeaks of tHesé' 
dialectal variations, then How fs it tHht the satie "Patéfijali ċonsidets alt 
Panini as hofiorifics' and indications of géreray 

options? If the dialectal vatiation existed in Potanjalt's time, then it 
rust have existed in Katydyana’s dajġ. ' Why showd Katylyéni regard 
the dialectal variation in Pinini as identical with genetdl ċptionaf 
variation? There are certainly no grounds to consider that’ tHe djalċċta' 
which existed in Pápini's days had disáppeared or merged in. Tatér 
centuries, while some new dialects ħad come up which did not exist 
in Panini’s days. Some stray. forms must have comié into existente 
after Panini, or must have disappeared from usage after him, but 
ve do not have any proof of such a phenomenon oécurting with 

respect to Paninian and post-Pabinian dialects —— ^ 00 


dialectal specifications in 


BIUTID QU aul oel cca ie Wu lg lud LM NET Pr ns 2 Mu 
45. Some important changes, howeyer, did take plas ig ie 


situation. in: the | mue inian ora, V. N. Misra Tee 
he earn x ü “to 


ig 
aL divergence. between Panini and his successors is partly: 


63. etasmimscatimahati sabdasya prayogavisaye te te gabdah tatra tatra tae 


a 
fa ehain 
arya bhasante saya itilhammatih suragtregu. Fárhatly rcd e ah ' 1 
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ie phar usage, and: grammar only limits, the spligious merit. (dhguag) E 
conet Sanskrit...mpages.",., Only. the usage of correct Sanskrit. 


£s gious nlerit;, while.the.use of Prakrits or Apabhra 
ipreduce. meligious. merit. = Sanskrit and. Prakrit or Apabh 
arf .«all. equal aż: far as their value for, communication is .Concernet 
mis Shows that :in: ,Kátyàyana's days, more. and more people. 
oftirted. using; Peakrits. ; The: concept innovated . bv Kátyáyana , that the 
iċ. of Sanskrit: alone ‘produces religious merit has several . impligations 
;Kátyáyana . onwards, the. SSTAMMAT. seems. to have. Started... p 


LRM ts fay 


This alio shows that Sanskrit 
restricted ' 'ortħoddx Vedic- circles, which: 

"were pé to hold' pta phos against ‘the: changing political, religiċii 
: and linguistic situation, ‘They’ weże' attempting: ‘tó ‘sHow thé necessity 
jg Studying apd using, Sanskrit, .by establishing . dts. excellence over. 
AR ja, forms. of. ita ymsgit-producing. capacity..: This. is an, indicatio 
b... ate in, jawdeppies are, merging: ee i 
bus us GTS ASCO cuu; DL BURJ Poit 
; He. niPatañjali 8 Mahabhasya gives M i ^ to. believe that 
ps sphere of usage. had been further limited and the. preservationis 
_ tendencies had. sufficiently: developed. Prakrità and, Apabhrathéas ha 
almost, oütturtiliered i correct ^ Sanskrit’ ‘forms. : Pataiijali discusses the 
„Waya grammar: should be composed. Should ont. teach ‘only’ the 
forrect. words and leave the rest tà be understood : as ‘Apabhiraingas ; or 
,:Phéuld | ne teach . only. the. Aphbhraméas and Jeave the rest to be 
> Maderstoad::as torrect "Sanskrit: forms (sádhu-fabdas) ? : Pataüjali says 
E the.shorter sway is to teach the-correct Sanskrit words, sinde. corres 
_ ponding 16 ond Saavkrit: word, there are numerous: Apalihtaiés words. 
For instance, correspofiding : itġ. the Sanskrit: word gauk: ‘cow, there 
are Apabhramáas:  gáwi, gont, gota, gopotalika etc. While Kátyáyana 
"seems to be endorsing the’ general use of Sanskrit for ‘accruing’ teligidus 
imt; Patañjali says. that thé restriction’ that oily the correct | ‘Sanskrit 


r a 


E 


N Hn agli siddhe sabdirikasanbardie lokato' rthaprayukte sastrena dharmanipamah|Varttika 
: IE I FÉ, 3Mbh, Nol. Sec: I. pp. 47-51. samánayam arthávagdtàu sabdal | ca 

c apafabdais ca Paul dharmaniyamah | kriyate|sabdair. eva artho "bhidheyo 

E. ` nipalabdesetijevam kriydmanam abhyudayakéri bhavati| Mbh: 1. Seo. 1. pi 52. 

ium. Leni ‘to V.S. ‘Agrawal (India as Known to P&giri; p: 354) the'ferm 

`t f2 loka'used. Uy Katvavana 'refers to the ordinary language of the’ sistas. It < 

ye th ds also possible that what’ Katysyana cálls- ‘Joka *(Sanskrit : speaking) people ' 

7 has become restricted in Patazjali's time to à particular -commühity called 

ida ‘Sigpas. 4. Joshi (1969), pp. 6-7, Fn. 19. Also: sāstrapūrvakè prayoga abhyuilayas 

"httalyam vedafübdena| Varttika 9 on P. 1. 1. 1. 

. 66. laghutvat sabdopadesah/laghtyan sabdopadetap|gariyan EE E A 

sabdasyà bahavo'pabhramśāhļtadyathā gaur ityasya. sabdasya gävīi goni gota 

. gopatalika ityeyamadayo bahavo 'pabhramtawl Mbh. Vol. L'Sec. I. p. 42 and 

ap 35. ; ; : 


p 
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foritis' 'geċiżite' rellitous:” merit appliée ` oHly to’ the uae! off téniulfie 
in’ tHe sactificial perforinances and not elsewhere ‘in: iiy unicá- 
tidi, where "Sanskrit "and Apabhrathéa - forti. are Both’ ehh 
‘ggat: 'Patafijali tells us a story ‘of the great sages nartied Yivli 
vanah. Instead óf "using the correct Sanskrit formi ipad va nay oF NM 
‘wd nah, these sages ‘used 'togay’ ‘yarvanah ‘and: 'taivāşah; However, itke 
‘ritual’ performances they used" òrre! Satkikrit forms? Thus 'evċà “the 
orthodox pedplé belotiging ‘to’ thé tealditions luf Vediċ ritual and sanc 
Seer to have been użitiġ' Apethteridas: ét pute. in'their berrackdei 
and mon-titual dams ecu ir Wii HE 


HS 


"d Tum z tu no " 


ja. the, normative, speaker of; Saasksis’ 
sin Patanjali offers the clearest. picture of the domain, et. jet kie 
-in his days. Thus follows Patafijaji's disougsion:;00 QE nit bns 


:  Who'are the fistas9 (They are) the: grammarinls, — ese? 4s Y 
" Correct use of language presupposes’ the" (knowledge’ of) grariidar, 
and' the grammarians ‘ate tle ones ‘who’ know: ' grana. 1 ‘Wat, 
if the correct use of language presupposes grammar, and .if 

aami posppoai. the xüitest Ate Mes m) id Birla ; the 


ined "apa fce 
ak Siete: 'the 


; uds en 
; Patetjali excludes the people ‘of other, ‘castes, even Kin. fom. his 


:; delinition.. Thus the: linguistic, usage, of the Masses. or evga, impesiant 
social groups was not recognized to be the normal Sanskrit ‘usage. 
,,Pataüjali. does not, include eyen all. the Brahmins, but includes -only, the 
$ -slearned Brahmins... tt is. also leac that fhe sphere of Sanskrit usage is 


Te. vaine pem se: aipamap; anyatréaDanei Mbh., Vol. sb eh ay 56. 
KG aa A dsl uma, reayo tie a í oi aer. 


eee dies 'sóme: brisols of € leasing: for. its'own 
E sifas * the mormative mpea kere! of Sanskrit '' M 


AMas MM L; Sec: l. p. 56, ana alaj? Ma k Pu 
v vifi. o minah dista]? valyabaranah|kuta. etat È. 4isirpürvikg P PT d rakam 
ca éastram, tadetad itaretara4rayam bhavatijitaretara¢rayan i ICE kir na 

. rakalpante|evam tarhi. ħivasatas ca. ácürataf ca sa cdcdra aryavartta eva/kap 
i Puna arydvartta 17 prag ádarsat: -pratyak" kaülakavihàt - ded 'himavan- 
Ulam - "ütareaa páriyatram]etasmin aryavartte Żrvanivasċ e brühminan kum- 
bhidhanyah alolupan agrhyaniénakaranah kigcid antarena kasyasid ‘vidya yah, 


PME FAMAM fisfah| Mbh. on P. 3. 3. 109. Vol. II." p. 884. 


POE ad 


Ir "Called Sistas:* ' ‘This “picture is [on 
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tub fg oasi : PIGS. 48. 


gestricted , geographically.. The Adarta | ‘mountains | Ih “SUpD 


E Rave, been, some. mppntgins | in Kuruksetra, —. ad. Patalijaji is s 


s.to.. the east of, those mountains ‘Tafact, Pagini,J 


pic be „tọ the west of Adarfa, and, (80 many provinces, MAD- i 


1. hy. PAoini. as Sanskrit: - speaking commi nities are to the. weal, £ of. 
Ó stra. uere communities. extended | t9. Qndbara and Uliara} 
he Th ie aiai of Greeks from the | watt sight Pe, a ,feason for, if 
appearance of Sanskrit from these westei ong. In any cà 
poe Sanskrit usage has beċn Seen reduc d i " pe 
Brahmanic community living in a small geographical area. Thus S. D. 
Joshi rightly says that what. Katyáyana | calls. loka * (Sauskrit - speaking) 
“people * tias becéme restricted in Patai jali's A a particular com- 
Y thie inscriptions 
Asotà, of which there is one” in Greek att “one! it’ Aramaic id : 
it d local: Prakċrit 'dislecta; ' but' doné in Sanskrit?” did also" 
fx "TE endi. of Buddhism and *Yainisay,’ Which" prefe 
Š ff Plakti ts as] e “mollia to' ‘the’ “exclusiott of Silii tl di 


iż FE ET 
kal ay (pth NT sold ji e Sd. raises "x 
a bai aw ud} ILD $ 
bos A ME this ' leads. ik show. how: the. efforts of. "Pataüjali and 
o Kügyayana 3must. , have. been motivated . sby 4, sincere "urge to preserve 
c Whateyer. Sanskrit. was, alive, in their days. It. was. teduced to B, Status 
itfa titepary, academic and ritual language. ‘and, WAS. being, used. and 
v; reserved in the. orthodox Vedic ritual. and scholastic. . circles.. This 
y mägi have, brought, considerable, uniformity. in | Sanskrit preserved. in 
: ise: circles. All, these facters. are bound. to: affect ` the, , importance 
Mf dialectal. variations n. the ,strict . synchronic description of Sanskrit. 
Sanakrit was not a spoken language in. ;Patażijali's times, in ihe same 
59ense, as it. was in .Págini's dgys. Thieme; has ‘pointed ;. out, .that,.in 
Papin, : the accents. were a living reality of everyday , speech... but 
1 Were: ; lost, already at a time; prior, to. .Patafijali Ji , The, pature. of 
1olaggnuage. being.. presecved Dyra small "epmmunity , Was governed. more 
tubfisġbe traditions of. learning, rather than by its, daily, usage in, normal 
- kGMMUMtION, . “For, this. purpose. of: preservation- of, Sanskrit, 
KatyAyana.. bad to. invent _ the merit-producing . capacity ; of. correct 
usage. This activity of preservation resulted, perhaps, in the preservation 
of all the usages available in Panini, irrespective of their dialectal 
limits. If a grammariau was supposed to preserve every usage, 
whether it be northern or eastern, and if every grammarian intends to 
do this, then there is no purpose in regarding these as dialectal usages. 
One important point to be noticed is that though in Patafijali’s days 
. Sanskrit was confined to Aryávartta, still he regards all Papinian usages 


70. See: Fn. 65 above. 
71. Thieme (1935), p. 121. 
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as correct usages though they had. belonged to dialectal . domin o out- 
side Atvavartta. This jeans that all ‘these fots” ‘were’ preserved b 
thé ‘grammatical activity in por ‘and werċ not” ‘tthpal t qi 


didlectal usages. "Phe historic éjtdation seems to háVe' co: 
 grámmarlans to bi mori Tordi and Diore dutħoritariai - 

: ore ET i 

“rather than the dialectal abkoċi 
hot have continued? u 

*Siddheshwat Varia 

 formaligt.* jd 


This" fótbids a LN E: 


éio. ju. becoming ; phe classical Jp à m. L, begi 
and more fossilized.. „Kätyāyaħa. and. atañja e begins 
this process of fossilization, but thanks stp. them, iyi anskrit 
im. preserved. for, us through the. Ages, W when other speeches. lisa pr 
yn .Ahe face. of. „the, earth, Rejection ef the, dialectal impo 
forms. tended: te: the. “preservation . «gt -most , he. "N 

xi eħassical ‘Sanskrit. As Emeneau says: “Classical Sane ki Fa 
literary: language. written aceording to the book, that is, ‘Panini? 8 
grammar, and following it "int or "less correctly. We find in 
^de ino Aled, ^ nU  clronotógical- eveloptheiiis, ’ ekc Joss and 
sat Ul inva: ioi "Hom. tfe "VEFhattila of "the'- "deri dim “ho 
Hür déhióes i^ Ql nBiH. tradttion Hadh ' iniedi aarp 
) tirée ge dy 'Piijinġ |? Katyilyknn - dud? "Pamfipali 


undi ord cade o 


ë formis which. ding bt i ho 


see end (hé Way AM à other’ ater” Pabtetyls- ^opératéi ThE Bret 


motif dà Wesérfbed '-asi' ^ laksyüikaelfeiugghe “those whose "eyési'ure 
TARĠA "etel lon the linguistic: sage to -be "described." This is the: átüge 
I ie "griümitiat followed language: Thé Second dátegoty' tb: ^ déscrilied. 


"ag taksitnatkacak sus *thosé whole eyes are fixed Sole 68 the, 


"'grátritmatical  rulés.! "This - ‘is’ ‘the Stage ^ When | latiġuaġe “followed 
“grammar.” In a ; présersation-Griented ' fortiial: syachronié^ description 
ofa 'Tnguage on "the way to foskilizzitiori; the ‘diatectal’ limite” if 
“any, had Tittle pfactical siguifichinée. “This change inthe outlook of 
'^Byichronic d fiption was ‘forced ‘by’ thé'chaüging Tinguistic situation,” 


Ew jts. understanding’ ‘contributes `  tiġinificantiv ‘to the 'vinderetaiiding 


Jaf some interesting ee Facts. “Concerning Sanski Tdi 
i ok MEET Agiu 
a d voe ERE te oh M. 
‘ s dl tet 
ġib 8 ndi. 
Cosi 


poegi 


772. See: Fn. 55 above. 
73. Emeneau (1966), p. 123. 
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